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ABSTRACT 



Opinions of ?enior academic officials about changtes 
in the quality of students in science and engineering (S/E) fields 
over the past 5 years were surveyed in 1982. Responses were received 
from officials from, 387 institutions with undergraduate programs and 
298 schopls with graduate programs. Sixty-one percent of the 
officials believed that undergraduate student quality had not changed 
significantly; among officials at graduate institutions, three of 
every five believed the quality of applicants for graduate study in 
S/E fields -had not changed significantly; three-quarters of the « 
officials at the 100 institutions with the greatest baccalaureate 
production in S/E fields believed that the distribution of their most 
able . students had shifted toVard S/E f ields computer science was 
most' cited as a recipient field, by 32 percent <^f the officials, 
engineering by 18 percent, and the physical sciences by 6 percent; 
and tJvfe. of f i c ials basecK their judgment^ of the quality of graduate 
scJioor~ aj>pl i cants most often on faculty perceptions, closely followed 
by undergraduate grade point averages. Detailed statistical tables, 
questionnaire's, and technical notes are included. (SW) 
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* * 4 HIGHLIGHTS 

■ -. v ■ ' * 

1 

The survey findings are based on the opinions, of academic officials at \ 
institutions with 'undergraduate programs m and with graduate programs in the 
sciences and engineering.' A separate study was conducted for the humanities, 
Its results are reported in HEP Report No. 59, Student Quality r in the 
Humanities : Opinions of Senior Academic Officials . 

Undergraduate Students 7 

* • * > * * 

o Most officials (61 percent) believed that student quality had not changed 
/significantly over the last five years. About one-fourth thought that 
' qua! ifcyj had improved and roughly one-sixth, that significant dec.lines in 
qual ity ' had taker? pi ace. * 

o At private 7 institutions, officials at v doctorate-granting institutions more" 
often expressed a positive view about student quality than did their co]- . 
leagues at ^institution's without doctoral programs (32 percent and 18 percent, 
' ' respectively). Suchns(if f erences in view did not occur amon^ officials at 
publ ic institutions.. ' % 

Officials were asked whether their most able undergraduate students we're 
shifting toward or awa^from the- science and engineering (S/E) fields. 
The -majority opinion (53 percent) was that no such shifts had occurred over 
the past five years. 'Of the remainder, most believed that the shifts were' 
toward the S/E fields rather than away from them (40. percent and 7 percent, \ 
respectively). ^ 

o The latter opinion about the most able students sh/fting toward the S/E 
fields was especially prevalent among the 100 institutions wigth the greatest 
baccalaureate production in S/E fields,. Three quarters of the officials at « 
such institutions believed that the.,distributioi^m th^ir most ab Ve /students 
had shifted. Further,, all were of the opirnon trrat the shifts were toward 
x S/E fields*, X 

o Changes in student views about their employment chances after receiving the 
baccalaureate degree Las considered the dominant reason for shifting majors 
to S/E fields. W. 1 ' ^ ^ 

o* About two-fi fths of the officials also believed that 'the distribution of 
their most abl^majors in S/E -fields hacf'sfrlf ted over the past five years. 
Of these sh-ifts, computer science was most cited as a recipient field by 
32 percent of the officials, engineering by 18 percent, and the physical^ 
sciences by 6 percent/ * 
• . • f \\ 

Applicants for Graduate Study ^ 

o Among officials at graSuate ihsfentution^, three of *ev£ry f i ve *bel ieved the 
quality of applicants fdr graduaty study in S/E fields had, not changed sig- 
nificantly Over the previous fiVe years. Only one in eigtft thought the 
quality of ' appl i cants" had declined. Of* the 28 percent who believed quality 
had improved, six( out df ten believed the improvements wererconf iriecj to af few 
S/E fields rd^ejr than to S/E applicants overall. r > 

* . / 

IX 



o The officials based their, Judgments* of the quality of graduate school 
applicants most often on faculty perceptions, .closely; followed by , undergraduate 
grade-point averages. . ' 

o Almost half otf the officials thought ap^Vi cants with baccal aureatqs -J rpifv 
foreign institutions were as qualified for S/E gradUSt^e study as applicants r- • 
with U.S. baccalaureates. - Of' the remaining"officia«lsy however, the prepon-- / 
derant majority (by s a -ratio ^f - bver four to 6r\e\ bel teyed that appl icarits'wi'tn. 
U.S. baccalaureates had- significantly better qualifications-. v * * 

Doctorate Recipients , . 

o In comparing the quality of recent Ph.D. recipients (198*1-82) yith those- frprm 
the 1976-77 period, two-Jhirds of the officials •saw'no-si^nificajfit diffef'ence^?-. 
between- the two groups. Of the remaini ng one-thira, however, four of every ^ 
five-thought the 1981-82 group was si gni f iqan^ly better qualified. ' 
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. . In the fall -of 1982, the. National Science Foundation requested a Higher 

Education Panel study of the opinions of senior academic officials about 

changes in the quality of students in science and engineering fields over the 

last- five years. The Foundation sought this information as part of its larger 

concern about the cJVfent status of science and engineering in this country. 

At the same time, the National Endowment for the Humanities was interested 

in obtaining jnf ormat-ion about the quality students in the humanities. It 

wd^ vitrei -Jed, therefore, lu euriJuLt tht: two mji v^yj luiil u r^en t ly . ^ The b^l«jocc 

dQd frHg 1 fit^r 1 rig qutfbt lonnd 1 r cb one l uf it e t r i 1 ny u rid c f y r adu rl te S and one 
/ 

cern lng 'graduate students - -wore sent to the Panel representative on eaoh app 1 i 
cabk? corpus with the request thit they be completed by senior ar.adeMiiic of- 
fleers aequo i nt.od with the insli tut ion 1 s aead'Mnir at mosphere over,t.hV past five 
years. It was suggested that the do m of L ho college of art; and sciences or,* 
at tho^l irgor institutions, the dean of the m: ion division would be the 
appropriate i -••.[)i)n<]i'nt fur The undrr >o io\j.it.<- q ijiv»t l onrial re , and that the dean 
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rgs-tr ic t ion. was to assure tjn at the results would be representative of. those 
institutions that provide most of the nation's graduate training, thus, the' 
estimates reported^here are not unduly influenced by inst itrutions ' whose pro- 

f 

grams at the graduate level are small and incidental to their primary mission 
in h i gher educa t i on . 

ft " ^ 

/ * 

< 

MtlHOOS NUMMARY 
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The Panel K a disproportionate •> t. , n t l f \ »m] ^cimplt- of /()U ^olle<je-> and 
universities drawn I -oin the population of more than 3,000 institutions listed 
in the National Center fur education St.iMstK*/ Lducatiorf D i r ec t_qr\/, C0_l_l_OQO_S 
dm.] t/n 1 ve r r. ■ t 1 u :> All i n -> t 1 1 u t 1 1 >n ■•> in the: popu I a t 1 on arc grouped a<.<. urd } rvj 
the f\inc I ' *i St r n I i f # J i. .i i 1 on Jc.lijn. wfi l,. h 1 b^ed upurl Institution type ( un 1 
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undergraduate programs and 298 of the 383- institutions with ^graduate .programs , 
for response rates of 80 and 78 percent, respectively. Data fronl these insti- *' 



tutions were 1st at i st ical ly adjusted by computing institutional weights 



based 



upon the ratio of respondents to the number of institutions irf the population, 



separately fpr each stratum. The data in this report show estimates for 1,362 

lribtitutlunb with undergraduate b ace a 1 au r ea te proyrams in the bcienceb and 
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FINDINGS 
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.private institutions,' with significant improveipefffs in student qua 1 i ty- c i ted by 
35 percent vss ,1'9 percent. ■** 
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FIGURE 1 

Qpinions .ibout fhe QualjU Change ot I ndergraduate S< f 
Modems oici r h< » I ,ist I i 
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1 . . . . I »i * K/M ui i J at v u I I c vj , :> w i I f iCw t JOv L J I pnjji v^e. e ^ 1 rh 1 1 at A I p. Iv.u 

1 q St 1 tu t 1 un b ho/Cv^r", uplnK,n^ vdr KM widely between ihe t^o group b utfl 
eials at t ho doc torate- leve 1 institutions were far more positive about improve- 
ment in student <|uaHty than their io I I eagues .it colleges without doctoral pro- 
grams--! 0 percent of t ho former noted improvement and only 5 percent attested 
to declines. At. nondnct orate-tjranl in<] institutions, about ms many officials 
saw declines as saw ini|)n)veinen ts (1/ penent and IM pi i ii enl , respectively). 

I ho is ^pendent s were asked to r sink I he t hree pr int. ipal ind b a tor's on wh ioh 
t fit* i r opinions were based. Ihe indhatofs wore weighted inversely, I.e., Hie 



HI 



indicatory ranked first in importance was multiplied by "3, the second-ranked was 
multiplied by'2, and the third-ranked, by 1. . Thus, ^ all indicators represent 



weighted values;' By this procedure, the indicators were ranked as follows: , 



Faculty perceptions 
Achievement test scares 
High school grades 
Remedial requirements oi 

entering students 
other 



Percentage of 
Weighted Score, 

33 
29 
2-1 

U 

6 



in . . i • . n, i j L ,,1,^ t,v. i k. ...J . i j..m . . * i < i i i> „ inv. ni. i . * j . . . v , j 

• I J ><, w». I i CinJ In h I c Unc, .1 * o. *_ a 4 4 * cul / in J r jlu I h vct w ;l l„ lu 

: p<; v cr ,1 y a . L f. . 1 . fJ. !,u Ipjl LJKaU; o p 1 vju . <_ c" ; M, .1 off 1 1 a I d wt. , 
thu .yN I -j I u Jc nl quality fi jJ Jc I 1 tic J L» a ^ c J their u r In 1 juS ellfiei ufl t av u I t 

perceptions (41 percent; or un L/erid, In relied la I iouf ses in md themat 1 c s 
( 32 percent ) . ^ 
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Shift Between Fields . When asked to consider whether themost able stu- 
dents had been shifting toward or away from S/E; fields over the past fiv-e 
years, the majority of the official's, again, f„elt no -such Changes had occurred 
(53 percent). Of those who did report a sh^t,. however, the overwhe lfjii ng view 
(by a ratio of almost 6 to.l) was that the shift- was toward the S/E fields 

( f lyure J ) . . - v - 

/ 

MOUKt J 

' Shift tit \\u < Im.i \U< \ lt iJii^i,iiliui^Ktiu t u.> t .wul 

( )ihcf Ileitis ( X t i I h<* I dsl five 




n.ese view, differed substantially accord i n<] Lo the type and control of 
institution. Those officials at private institutions were almost twice as 
likely as officials at public institution*, to report that, no shifts had taken 
place .(().] percent vs. .M percent). At dot I or. it e-qr ant i n<)^ institution*', in both 
vetoes most oil K ials judged that such shift*; had taken place. ('nether, t tie 
vast 'Jure claimed The shifts were toward t tie './I fields. 

() *£vV 
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These' "^in ions wdre especially prevalent among the top 100 institutions a*s 
measured by-S/E^acca laureate production, institutions th^t awarded 43 percent 
of- degrees/in 1977 -78/ Three-fourths of these high producers^jiot only 
repoWed -drifts in focus amgng their most able students, but also, without 

§^t ion , that the changes were in the direction of the S/f fields (figure 3). 
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[ In ranking the thr ee rnobt important redbons for thje shifts, the officials. 

by \p wide uidr'yin, dttilbuted IheiH to uhanyei in btud^lts ' perceptions of cm 

\ 

pluyitv^nt ojj^ur tur^Hj l'cb following i e^dpL of the bdc^dl dureate . Thlb i cq bun 
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second-ranked reason concerned employment ^al so, i.e., students' views about 
getting work after graduate training. Together, these two .employment-rel ated 
reasons 'accounted' for 60 to 79 percent of the weighted scores, depending'om the 
type of inst i tution. ' . 

Among the small minority of officials who believed their most able stu- 
dents were shifting away f rorn^ the sc i ence/engd aeer i ng fields, the reasons given 
for the shift also dwelled upon chances for employment. One-third (33 percent) 
cited cm^/lOymcnl after the b acc a I au i ea t c , one-quarter ( lb percent), aftet 
ji aJiulO li j in ln>j 

I 

u dei 1 1 b ( t) / pe ecu t ) d,J rii. t believe t.clr itlOSt au I c (J/iJ,j ji aJuaU ,lu JjnLj 
had shifted fields within the sciences dud engineering (table A) . Propor- ' 
tionately fewer officials at public institutions (39 percent) had this opinion, 
compared with 6/ percent at private institutions. Similarly, only 37 percent 
dt doctorate-granting institutions,' compared with 61 percent at nondoc torate- 
^ jnl lny l n s l 1 1 u t 1 unb field this static view A high percentage of officials 
at In^t llul lwij lhal p, ^vldu \\\o S I a T Ihu a ' t Lae^.a laut c a t e^ product K;il reported 
a „nlfl JHiOnvj r il'IJj Ut Hi, lup iUU J L La. a I am cdtc 1 h b t 1 t i^t 1 on S . ti3 per 
, . mI e I . lined i f i j I Lh . i I _» t r 11/ Mo I he i i HIOS I ab I e S LUdefT^ ^ had ill i f L, d 

among the: j/l fields. Irl contrast u ly 4U percent or tfie officials at all 
other institutions to,;k this view. 

Of the fields reported to have increased their share of the most able stu- 
dents, three wen? major recipients. Computer science was most frequently cited 
by officials as being among the top three fields to which iheir most able stu- 
dents were shifting ( Ji/ percent), followed by ong i neer in<] (18 percent;), and the 
physical sciences (fi percent). Detailed tables f>A and f>H givn the breakdown of 
the perceived shifts within the sciences and enq ineer ing. The? "draw" of 
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Table A 
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Science and Engineering 
Increase irr Share 


Fields Credited t ynth 
of the Most Able S/E 

T 


the Greatest 
Majors ~ . v 




■ 


1 


* 

Most Cited Recipient Fields 


v. 


No Chanqe 


Shift in 

J f 1 1 1 L IN 

S/E Major 


Computer 
3c iences 


Physical 
Engineering Sciences * 


Percent of \\\ 
inst i tut ions 


57% 


43% 


-32% 


18% «kf"6'% 


Doc t orate -grant iny 
Nc^d(TcT^r ate -grant my 


3/ 
61 


63 
39) 


44 

29 


44 6 

12 6 


Pub 1 1c 
Private 


67 


ol 

33 


44 
25 


30 1U 
11 4 


lop 100 5/L 

bacca i aurcuu y , unu 
Other than top 100 


60 


aj 
40 


bfa 
30 


6/ 8 
' 14 6 



Note: Percentages are not addaole. Institutions were permitted to'identify 
as many as three fields that had the greatest increases in the share of 
the most able students. 



computer science Is subst ant i a 1 > f or all categories of institutions. Various 

* 

specialties in engineering (especially electrical and mechanical) al-so showed 
substantial thawing puwci of able students, particularly at the tup 100 S/t 
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APPL I CANTS JOR GRADUATE STUDY, 

Graduate deans were asked about cKanges they had seen in the quality of 
applicants for graduate study in the sciences and engineering over the past 
^five #e&rs. The pattern of response was similar to that for. undergraduates. 
About 60 percent did not believe any significant change had" taken p^ace> but of 
those who obberved Lhanye, must thought it to be in the direction o^ improve- 

\ 

r..tnt In student quality Myuic 5 bhuwb the distribution of opinion about the 
direction anJ Jc^r ec of ihc^e ihonyeb aLrubb 1 rib t 1 tu t 1 una I bettlnyb. 
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I abb; B bhows that, those graduate deans whu saw no Significant change in 
tho quality of graduate school applicants relied fairjly heavily on undergrad- 



uate grade-point averages (33 percent) and faculty perceptions (31 percent) as 
a basis for their opinions. Those who believed quality was declining cited a 
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id 



drop in the number of s app1 ications from h igh-qual ity institutions (32 percent 
and faculty perceptions (30 percent) as being the principal bases for their 
views. Graduate deans who believed quality had improved highlighted two indi- 
cators to support their opinions: faculty perceptions,, and applicants' Grad- 
uate Record Examination scores. ^ 



Uble b 

Ii.Ju.aUM . Mu j I Moa I uncJ Isj Suj,^,. I Op'l ill unS Ab^U t 
ijujl u ; jf or d,dua t ^ S t u uent .App 1 K, an I s in Science and E ng i ricci i . . j 

nil Ill.tllwl lull, 

v 



f a, (J i i , i . ... 31% Jb/o 30% 

Undergraduate grade 

averages JJ 1^ # 19 

(jRL bLoreb ^ 13 

' i ribt i tut i 1 1 6 i .a 



\ 

doc l or a t o - g r a n t i n g institutions ( ee u:tdiled tab.e 'A). 



At those institutions that had received foreign app 1 i id t 1 on S , a lmos t 'fid 1 1 
the officials (4/ percent) beloved that applicants with foreign baccalaureates 
and thuse with U . b b dci.a 1 au rlea tj:s had approximately equal qua 1 i f K a^ 1 on s ( see 
figure 1 b). Of the remainder, the preponderant majority, by a ratio of more 
than 4 to 1 overall, consi derod applicants from U.S. institutions significantly 
better qualified. It might t)e noted, however , that at, (loctorate-<|r.uit in>| 

1) ' . 
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1FIGURE 6 ^ 

Quality Comparison of Applicants with Foreign Baccalaureates 
and Those with U.S. Baccalaureates for" S/E Graduate Study 
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1 L 1 1 ul 1 on i , 14 percent Of the r e bponden I b ><nd-^„ated Lhdt holders of foreign 
battalaui cdtcj were ^lyniri^anlly bcLlei I ! T 1 ed j at nundOc t Or a le 1 n i I 1 tu 

t luiio . u n I y 4 wt i c ut tlial up Ifi K/ii 03 



l I I V. V/. : .fJ a t l I I <J t f > C t i . , , , I | I < . , I «J ■ . I ll .1 I | | 

; cai s earlier (1^76-//,, bb p rcent of (fie ji'iduat.. aeans sa.i ao significant 
difference in the quality. The proportion with this view was sofliewhat higher 
at private institutions and at the top 50 institutions as measured by S/E 
doctorate production (72 percent each). 

Among officials who believed a change in quality had taken place, oyefl-j^ 
three-fourths indicated 1 that the more recent doctorate recipient* wore better 
qualified than the earlier recipiehts. This opinion was more pronounced at 
public than at private institutions, with the ratio of opinions about improving 
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.FIGURE 7 

Quality Comparison of 1976-77 and 
1981-82 S/E Dogorate Recipients 
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in the quality jf the applicants (52 percent). 1 ha t same indicator aggregated 
a score of 24 percent among officials who thought the 1981-82 doctorates were 
better qualified. Other reasons <*i ted by this.latter group were that (1) the' 
content of doctoral programs had improved since the mid 1970s (17 percent), (r2) 
the level of research support had inpreased (16 percent)^ (3) their Recent 
doctorates were being offered postdoctoral appointments at quality departments 
(11 percent), and (4) mor^ of the recent doctorates were being offered employ-' 
merit in business and industry (10 percent). ^ 

* 
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COMPARISON WITH THE HUMANITIES > •'- * . »< 



'mentioned earlier, a p*araTTB+--s*i^ly of*student quality in the humanv' 
ties, sponsored by the^Jationa;! Endowment fpr^ the Humanities, was also.- ' 
conducted. The findings of that siWey provide a- number of srwi rarities and 




contrasts with the present survey. 

In both bur-vcyb, about three ur every five of^lcials^ttested-^hat studbnt 
quality idimind fair ly constant over the pabt rive-year period. This simi- 

larlty field for but M uri Je r g r a Ju a I e s and I ItouLi tut graduate btUJy. Of the 

, clilalnJci wliu tell o I v^i t I T I v. jfi t ^haujCi hdJ taken p I jioc p i opu t t 1 on a t e I y nlUl 6 Of 
Uic jf r K ,jh iJw |Udl ll| hnpi v/veilien I j diiloi.g j/t mi Je i gi a Ju a te b * t hau^ drtlGng 
thu.c In INc i.uma.i 1 t leb percent and ID pjict, » ebpec t 1 ve 1 y ) . Opiniqrib 

about the quality uf applicants for graduate study in the two academic areas 
were dt)Ou : t the same. Just pv^ef one-fourth of 'the -graduate deans reported 
significant improvement (28 percent in b/t fields, 26 percent in this human i- * 

tlc:>) bmallei percentages r epm ted Significant decline (12 percent in S/E 
MeliJS, 10 pci cent In the hUiiisln 1 t 1 c b ) 

. bwl> _ I J.. I I a4 «.ohli ash between the , ... ,J ,<l,Jn I he a* aJeflllc of 

i i , i j I J vit, a I I . <_ I i ,\i 10 ) v/ 1 1 j jImv , L -It If I In I he j 1 bl i i Lju I i of i of t he 1 i 

h jiL able bl.Je.il:> i.i i he Sui uf Li.fc f iu.ua. . 1 t i c b . /U pccenL thought thai 

the n.ost able students v*ere indeed shifting, and the ,ast majority believed tjic 

w 

B 1 

changes were leading students away from, rather than toward, the humanities 

(65 percent and 5 percent, respectively). 

In the survey of S/E fields, only 47 percent of the officials perceived $ 

shift among their most able students aqd, by a ratio of seven to one, almost 

all be.l ieved' the shifts were toward the/ S/E fields. / 

From another perspective, officials were asked to assess -the extent to 

/* 

which their most able undergraduate Students majoring iq the humanities or S/E 

14 \ ■ 



disciplines were changing fields within these areas of* Study. Almost nine out 
of^JWih officials believed that no important changes were occurring among the 
humanities disciplines. In the S/E survey, however, more than four of every 
ten officials acknowledged such shifts in student concentrations. The^fieftte 
promfnentily mentioned *as recipients ; in the shifts included the- computer 
sciences (32 percent) and engineering (18 percent). 

j 

^ [ CONCLUSIONS 

V. 

I 

Many recent task force and commission reports have expressed both geheral- 
i^ed and spec if ic, concerns about educational quality in the U.S., pointing to 
such indicators ast dec 1 1 ne&^fn standardized test scores, shortages of qua 1 i^ied 
secondary school teachers in the sciences and mathematics, and notable declines 
in science enrollments in high school. 

The results of this survey indicate that academic >df fie ial s at most of the 
nation^ institutions with baccalaureate programs in the sciences and/or en- 
gineering felt that in the repent past the quality of S/E students has been 
either holding it\s bwn or improving. The compatibility of these findings with 
other, more objective, data about S/E*students was -examined recent ly in a 
National Sc fence Foundation review of the highlights of this survey. The pos- 
itive views of the academic officials noted in this report find some support in 
the trends of standardized test scores: 

o Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) scores among high school seniors "intending 
to major in science or mathematics in college remained quite stable through the 
sixties and early seventies, with only a modest decline by 1980. For college-^ 
bound students as a groj/ff overal 1 , however, mean SAT scores declined steadily 
from the ^mid-sixties and throughout the seventies. 

':<■;' 

: 'is 



J • 
o As recently as 1982, the SAT scores (both verbal and mathematics scores) 

for students intending to major in the sciences and engineering substantially 
-exceeded the- mean scores for all college-bound students. 

o At the graduate level, almost nine of every ten deans in the survey 
thought applicant quality was improving or at least had remained stable. Par- 
tial confirmation of the officials' favorable opinions about student quality is 
available in Graduate Record Examination (GRE*) scores. In recent years, GRE 
scores did not vary much for students intending to apply for graduate study in 
S/E fields. Within this overall trend, quantitative test scores increased for 
all S/E major field groups, although verbal scores decreased somewhat in the 
mathematical sciences and engineering, while analytical test scores have been 
relatively stable since 1977-78. 
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DETAILED STATISTICAL TABLES 



Note: In the following tables, detail may not sum to totals 

because of rounding. 



ERIC 



29 



I 



\ over 



AH 

Change in Quality of Ooctc 
Students Total gran 
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Table 2A 

Principal Indicators of Change 1n Quality of Undergraduate S/E Students 
over the Last Five Years, by Control and Type of Institution, 1982 

( In percentages) 1 



All Institutions 



Public Institutions 



Private Institutions 



Principal Indicator 
of Chan<& 


Tota-1 


Doctorate- 
granting 


Nondocfcorate- 
grant 1ng 


Tptal 


Doctorate- 
granting 


Nondoc torate- 
grantlng 


Total 


Do^orate- 
grantlng 


Nondoctorate- 
grant Ing 


(Total score) 


(7,466) 


(1,292) 


(6,174) 


(2,540) 


(750) 


(1.789) 


(4,926) 


(541) 


(4,385) r 


Total 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


ido.o 


loo.o 


10O.0 


100.0 


100.0 


" 100.0 


Faculty perceptions 


32.5 


27.0 


33.6 


34.0 


27,6 


36.7 


31.7 


26.1 


32.4 


Achievement test 
scores 


29.4 


X 36.1 


27.9 


29.5 


34.5 


27.4 - 


29.3 


38.3 


28.1 


High school grades 


20.8 


21.5 


20.7 


18.2 


21.0 


17.0 


22.2 


22.1 


22.2 


Remedial work In 
mathematics 


11.5 


11.2 


11.6 


14.4 


12.1 


15.4 


10.1 


9.9 


10.1 


Other 


5.8 


4.3 


6.2 


4.0 


4.7 


> 3.6 


6.8 


3.6 


7-2 



RANK ORDER 



Faculty perceptions 12 1 12 1 12 1 
Achievement test 

scores 2 1 2 2 1 2 2 1 2 

High school grades 33 3 33 3 33 3 

Remedial work 1n 44 4 4 J 4 4 44 4 

mathematics 

Other 5 ,5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 
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Table 2B 



Principal Indicators of Change 1n Quality of Undergraduate S/E Students 
over the Last Five Years, by Baccalaureate Production and Type of Institution, 1982 

(In percentages) 



All Institutions 



Top 100 



All Other 



Principal Indicator 
of Change 


*~ Total 


Doctorate- 
grant 1ng 


Nondoctorate- 
grant 1ng 


Total 


Doctorate- 
granting 

0 


Nondoctorate- 
grant 1ng 


Total 


Doctorate- 
granting 


Nondoctorate- 
grantlng 


(Total score) 


(7,466) 


(1,292) 


(6,174) 


(537) 


(470) 


(67) 


(6,929) 


(821) 


(6,107) 


Total 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100. 0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


Faculty perceptions 


32.5 


27.0 


33.6 


27.1 


24.6* 


44.2 


32.9 


28.3 


33.5 


Achievement test 


















scores 


29.4 


36.1 


o 27.9 


32.2 


35.5 


,23.1 


29.1 


37.6 


28.0 


Hjgh school grades 


20.8 


21.6 


20.7 




27.4 


11.5 


20.4 


18.1 


20.8 


Remedial work in 


* 11.5 


11.2 


11.6 


8.8/ 

/ - 

( ' 


8.5 


11.5 


11.8 


12.7 


11.6 


mathematics 


















Other g 


5.8 


4.3 


6.2 


6^5 


6.1 


8.6 


5.8 


3.2 


6.1 



RANK ORDER 

2 3 

1 1 

3 / 2 
A 4 



Faculty perceptions 1 2 

Achievement test 

scores - 2 1 

High school grades 3 3 

Remedial work In 4 4 
mathemat ics 



Other 



/5 
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Table 2C 

Principal Indicators of Change 1n Quality of S/E Undergraduates 
over the Last Five Years, by Direction of Change 

(In percentages) ■ 



Indicator 



All Institutions 

No 

Significant Significant Significant 
Change Improvement Decl 1ne 



Faculty perceptions 

Achievement test scores 

High school grades 

Remed 1 a 1 > work 1n 
mathematics 

Other 



39 
24 

23 

10 
4 



32 
44 

4 

11 



41 

17 

7 

32 

,3 



33 
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Kind of Shift 



Table 3A 

Shift .in Distribution of the Most Able Undergraduate Students Between S/E and 
Other Fields over the Last Five Years, by Control and Type of institution, 198Z 

( In' percentages) 



All Institutions 



Public Institutions 



Private Institutions 



Total 



Doctorate- 
grant ing 



Nondoctorate- 
grant ing 



Doctorate- Nondoctorate- 
Total granting granting 



Doctorate- Nondoctorate- 
Total grant ing grant ing 



Total estimate (N) (1,362) 


(229) 


(1,132) 


(472) 


(135) 


(337) 


(889) 


(93) 


(795) 


Total 100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


,100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


No change 52.8 


32.9 


56.9 


34.0 


27.7 


36.5 


62.8 


40.4 


65.5 

I 


Shift toward S/E fields 40.4 


63.6 


35.7 


59.8 


69.2 


56.0 


30.1 


55.6 


27.1 


Shift away from S/E 












7.1 


4.0 

* 


v 1 


fields 6.8 


3.5 


7-4 


6.2 


3.1 


7.5 





Table 38 

Shift in Distribution of the Most Able Undergraduate Students feetween S/E and 

' ' l t " : ' ~ ' ; 

{ In percentages). 



itliri in u ibir lDUyjun or trie nubl ndik uimer yr auuaic jiuuenib oeiiieeii j/t anu 

Other Fields over the Last Years, by Baccalaureate Production and Type of Institution, ^ 1982 



Kind of Shiftf 



All Institutions 



Doctorate- Nondoctorate- 
Total grant Ing granting 



Top 100 

S/E Baccalaureate Institutions 

Doctorate- Nondoctorate- 
Total granting granting 



All Otojer 
S/E Baccalaureate Institutions 
Doctorate- Nondoctorate- 
Total granting granting 



Total estimate (N) (1,362) 


(229) J 


(1.132) 


(98) 


(85) 


(13) 


(1,263) 


(143) 


Total 10O.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


No change 52.8 


32.9 


56.9 


24.9 


25.7 


20.0 


55.0 


37.2 


Shift toward S/E fields 40.4 


63.6 


35.7 


75.1 


74.3 


80.0 


37.7 


57.2 


Shift - away from S/E 

fields \ 6.8 


3.5 


7.4 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


\ 

7.3 


5.6 



] 



(1,119) 
100.0 
57.3 
35.2 

7.5 
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Table 4A 

Reasons for Shift In Distribution of the Most Able Undergraduate Student's 
Toward the S/E Fields over the Last Five Years, by Control and Type of Institution, 1982 

( In percentages) 

All Institutions Public Institutions Private Institutions 

Doctorate- Nondoctorate- Doctorate- Nondoctorate- Doctorate- Nondoc torate- 

Reasons for Shift granting granting granting granting granting .granting 



(Total score). (3,058) (817) (2,241) (1,594) (517) (1.077) (1.464) (300) - (1,164) 

Total i; 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 ' 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Employment after > 

bachelor's 46.7 50.2 45.4 48.3 51.0 47.1 44.9 48.8 43.9 

Employment after*) ■ i 

graduate^study 16.7 19.7 15.6 15.8 18.1 , 14.7 17.7 22.5 16.4 

Change in attitude ' * 

toward science 14.4 15.7 14.0 16.7 19.6 15.3 11.9 9.0 ✓ 12.7 

Change in variety of 

course offerings 10.7 4.4 13.0 10.1 3.2 13.4 11.3 6.5 12.6 
Opportunities for 

graduate study 4.7 4.2 4.8 5.9 , 4.3 6.7 3.3 * 4.1 3.2 

'? 

Change in peYceptlon 

of student aid ' 

availability 1.6 1.4 1.7 1.3 1.7 1.0 2.0 . 0.8 2.2 

Other 5.2 4.4 5.5 1.9 2.0 K8 8.9 8.4 9.0 

RANK 0R0ER 




Employment after , 
bachelor's 1,1 1 r l . 1*1 

Employment after 

graduate study ,22 2 33 3 

Change in attitude « 

toward sc ience 33 3 22 2 3 3 3 

Change in variety of 

course offerings 44 4 4$ 4 45 4 

Opportunities for 

graduate study 66 6 54 5 66 6 

Change in percept ion 

of student aid ^ 

availability 7 7 7 7 7 7, *~ t 7 t 7 7 

Other 5 4 5 6 ' 6 6 5 ' 4 5 



v. 
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Table 4B 



Reasons for Shift In Distribution of the Host Able Undergraduate Students 
Toward the S/E Fields over the Last Five Years, by Baccalaureate Production and Type of Institution, 1982 



/ (In percentages) 







All Institutions 


Top 100 
S/E Baccalaureate 


Institutions 


S/E 1 


> All Other 
laccalaureate Institutions 


Reasons for Shift 


Total 


Doctorate- 
granting 


Nondoctorate- 
grant Ing 


Total 


DoCtorate- 
grantlng 


Nondoc torate- 
grant Ing 


Total 


Doctorate- 
granting 


Nondoctorate- 
grantlng 


(Total score) 


U.058) 


(817) 


(2.241) 


(406) 


(350) 


(55) 


(2.652) 


(466) 


(2.185) 


Total 


/lOO.O 


100.0 


, 100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


Employment after . 
bachelor's / 


46.7 


50.2 


45.4 


52.4 


- 51.9 


55.8 


45.8 


r 

48.9 


45.2 


Employment after 
graduate study 


16.7 


19.7 


15.6 


19.1 


r 

18.4 


23.3 


16.3 


20.7 


15.4 a 


Change in attitude 
toward science 


14.4 


15.7 


14.0 


17.7 


18.3 


14.0 


13.9 


13.7 


\ 

14.0 * 


Chan^hlh variety of ■ 
course offerings 


10.7 




13.0 


2.0 


2.3 


0.0 


12.0 


5.* 


13.3 


Opportunities for 
graduate study 


4.7 




4.8 


4.1 


4.4 


2.3 


4.8 


4.1 


4.9 


Change In perception 
of student aid 
availability 


1.6 




1.7 


1.0 


1.1 


0.0 


1.7 


1.6 


1.7 


Other 


5.2 




5.5 


3.7 


3.5 


4.7 


5.5 


5.0 


5.6 


RANK ORDER 


Employment after 
bachelor's 


1 




1 


1 


1 


1 


1 


1 


1 


Employment after 
graduate study 


2 




2 


2 


2 


2 


2 


2 


2 


Change In attitude 
toward science 


3 






3 


3 




3 


3 


3 


Change 1n variety of 
course offerings 


4 




4 


6 


6 




4 


4 


o 

4 


Opportunities for 
graduate study 


6 




6 


4 


4 


5 


6 


6 


6 


Change 1n perception 
of student aid 
availability 


7 




7 


7 


7 




7 


7 


7 


Other 


5 




5 


5 


5 


4 


5 


5 


5 
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Table 5A 



Reasons for Shift in Distribution of^the Most Able Undergraduate Students 
Away from, the S/E Fields over the Last Five Years, by Control and Type of Institution, 1982 

( In percentages) 



Reasons for Shift 

(Total score) V 
Total 

Employment after 
bachelor 1 s 

Employment after 
graduate study 

Change in attitude 
toward science ' 

Opportunities for 
■ graduate study 



Change in perception 
of student aid 
aval labi 1 ity 

Change In variety of 
course offerings 

Other 



All Institutions 



Doctorate- Nondoc torate- 



PubHc Institutions 



Private Institutions 



Doctorate- Nondoctorate- - Doctorate- Nondoctorate- 

Total granting t granting Total granting granting ' Total granting granting 



(529) (47) 
100.0 100.0 



32.8 
25.9 
12.6 , 
9.8 



0.3 
12.9 



39.5 

/ 
12.4 ^ 

7.9 

7.8 

0.0 
0.0 



(481) 
100.0 

32.1 

2*. 3 

12.6 

10. 0 

5.6 

0.3 
14.2 



(171) (25) 
100.0 100.0 



42.1 
12.0 
21.5 
9.4 



0.9 
5.4. 



50.0 
21.5 
23.6 
0.0 

4.9 

0.0 
0.0 



(146) 
100.0 

40.7 

10.3 

21.1 

11.0 

9.5 

1.0 
6.3 



(357) (22) 
100.0 100.0 



28.3 
32.6 
8.3 
10.0 

4.4 

0,0 
16.5 



2 7. ,8 
44.4 
0.0 
16.7 

11.1 

0.0 

0.0 ' 



(335) 
100. (j 

28.3 

31.8 



9.6 

3.9 

v 0.0 
17.6 



RANK 0R0ER 



Employment after 
bachelors 's 

Employment after 
graduate study 

Ifnange in attitude 
} toward science 

Opportunities for 
graduate study 

Change in perception 
of student aid 
avallabil ity 

Change in variety of 
course offerings 

Other / 



7 

/3 
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Table 5B 



Reasons for Shift In Distribution of the Most Able Undergraduate Students 
Away from the S/E^FIelds over the Last Five Years, by Baccalaureate Production and Type of Institution, 1982 

( In percentages) 



Reasons for Shift 



All Institutions 

Doctorate- Nondoctorate- 
Total granting grant Ing 

S 



Top 100 

S/E Baccalaureate Institutions 
Doctorate- Nondoctorate- 
Total granting granting 



All Other 
S/E Baccalaureate Institutions 
' Doctorate- Nondoctorate- 
Total granting granting 1 



(Total score) (529) (47) (481) 

Total . 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Employment after 

bachelor's *2.8 39.5 32.1 

Employment after 

graduate study 25.9 32.4 25.3 

Change In attitude 

toward silence 12.6 12.4 12.6 

Opportunities for 

graduate study 9.8 7.9 10.0 

Change In perception 
of student aid 

availability 5.8 7.8 5.6 

Change In variety of 

course offerings 0.3 0.0 0.3 

Other 12.9 0.0 14.2 



(0) 



(0) 



(0) 



Not applicable; none of the 
top 100 S/E baccalaureate 
Institutions reported a 
shift of Its most able 
undergraduates away from 
the S/E fields In the last 
five years. 



(529) 
100.0 

32.8 

25.9 

12.6 

9.8 

5.8 

0.3 
12.9 



(47) 
100.0 

39.5 

32.4 

12.4 

7.9 

7.8 

0.0 
0.0 



(481) 
100.0 

32.1 

25.3 

12.6 

10.0 

5.6 

0.3 
14.2 



RANK ORDER 



Employment after 
bachelor 1 s 

Employment after 
graduate study 

Change In attitude 
toward science 

Opportunities for 
graduate study 

Change In perception 
of student aid 
availability 

Change fn variety of 
course offer Ings 



Other 



1 Not applicable; see above. 

2 

4 

5 



2 
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Table 6A 



Shift in Distribution of the Host Able Undergraduate Student Majors Within S/E Fields 
over the Last Five Years, by Control and Type of Institution, 1982 

te { In percentages) 



All Institutions 



Public Institutions 



Kind of Shift 




Doctorate- 


Nondoctorate- 




Doctorate^- 


Nondoc torate- 


In Distribution 


Total 


grant Ing 


grant Ing 


WTdtal 


gr«nt Ing 


grdntlng 


Total estimate (*J) 


(1,362) 


(229) 


(1.132) 


(472) 


(135ft 


(337) 


Total 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100^ 


100.0 


No change 


57.1 


37.4 


61.1 , 


39.0 


30.5 


42.4 


Change to: 














Agricultural science* 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


n n 
u. u 


Biological sciences 


4.8 


8.Q 


4.2 


8.6 


6.5 


9.5 


Computer science 


31.7 


43.5 


29.3 


44.2 


52.0 


41.0 


Earth sciences 


5.5 


7.9 


5.0 


n.6 


13.4 


10.9 


Environmental sciences 0.3 


0.0 


0.4 


0.5 


0.0 


0.7- ? 


Geology 


4.9 


7.3 


4.4 


10.5 


12.4 


9.7 


Other earth sciences 


0.3 


0.6 


0. 3 


n q 

If. y 


1 .0 


n q 


Engineering 


17.6 


43.8 


12.3 


29*8 


50.8 


21.3 


Aeronautical 


0.4 


2.0 


0.1 


0.9 


2.0 


0.5 


Chemical 


2.8 


14.8 


0.3 


4.8 


13.8 


1.1 


Civil 


0.7 


0.6 


0.8 


0.8 


1.0 


0.7 


Electrical 


9.0 


32.1 


4.3 


14.7- 


37.1 


5.7^ 


Environmental 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


Industrial 


0.5 


0.8 


0.5 


0.3 


0.0 


0.4 


Mechanical 


4.1 


14.4 


2.0 


6.0 


17.0 


.1.5 


Petroleum 


0.9 


4.0 


0.3 


2.6 


6.8 


0.9 


Other engineering 


8.7 


14.0 


7.6 


14.9 


16.4 


14.2 


Mathematics 


5.4 


2.7 


6.0 


5.7 


2.7 


7.0 


Physical sciences 


6.0 


6.3 


5.9 


9.8 


6.8 


11.0 


Astronomy 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


Chemistry 


4.3 


3.4 


4.5 


6.5 


2.9 


8.0 


Physics i 


1.7 


1.7 


1.7 


3.5 


2.8 


3.8 


Other physical sciences 0.3 


1.8 


0.0 


0.6 


2.0 


— 0.0 


Psychology 


1.1 


1.2 


1.1 


0.6 


1.0 


0.5 I 


Social sciences 


2.9 


5.7 


2.3 


3.2 


5.0 


2.5 


Anthropology 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


v 0.0 


Economics 


1.7 


4.5 


1.1 


1.5 


4.0 


0.5 


Geography 


0.0 


0.0 


- 0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


L Ingu 1st Ics 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


Political science 


0.6 


0.6 


0.6 


1.5 


0.0 


2.1 


Sociology 


a 0.5 


0.0 


0.6 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


OtJ^r social sciences 


0.1 


0.6 


0.0 


0.3 


1.0 


0.0 


Other S/E fields' 


5.6 


3.9 


5.9 


11.3 


2.6 


14.9 



Private Institutions 
Doctorate- Nondoctorate- 
Total granting grant Ing 



(889) } (93) 
100.0 100.0 



66.7 



0.0 



2.'0 

25.1 

Z\Z 
0.3 
2.0 
0*0 



11.2 
0.2 
1.7 
0.7 
6.0 
0.0 
0.7 
3.1 
0.0 

,5.4 

5.3 

4.0 
0.0 
3.1 
0.7 
0.2 

1.4 

2.7 
0.0 
1.8 
0.0 
0.0 
0.1 
0.7 
0.0 

2.5 



47.3 

0.0 

10*. 3 

31.5 

0.0 J 
0.0 . ' 
0,0 

-^o.o 

33^ 

2.0 
16.3 

0.0 
25.0 

Q.O 

2.0 
10.7 

0.0 
10.7 

2.7 

5.6 
0.0 
4.0 
0.0 
1.6 

1.6 

6.7 

0.0 

5.3 

0.0 
.0.0 
•1.3 

0.0 

0.0 

5.4 



(795) 
100.0 

69.0 

0.0 

2.0 

24.4 

2.5 
0.3 
2.2 
0.0 

8.5 
0.0 
0.0 
0.8 
3.8 
0.0 
0.5 
2.2 
0.0 
4.8 

5.6 

3.8 
0.0 
3.0 
0.8 
0.0 

1.4 

2.2 
0.0 
1.4 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.8 
0.0 

2.2 
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Table 6B 



Shift In Distribution of the Most Able Undergraduate Student Majors Within S/E Fields 
over the Last Five Years, by Baccalaureate Production and by Type of Institution, 1982 

(In percentages) 



All Instltutlo 



tlorfs 



Top 100 



All Other 



Kind of Shift 
In Distribution 


Total 


Doctorate- 
grant Ing 


Noodoctorate- 
grantlng 


Total 


Doctorate- 
grant Ing 


Nondoctorate- 
granting* 


* 

Total 


Ooctorate- 
grant Ing 


Nondoctorate- 
grantlng 


Total estimate (N 1 ) 


(1.362) 


(229) 


(1.132) 


(98) 


(85) 


(13) 


(1.263) 


(U3) 


(1.119) 


Jotal 


mo 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


No" change. 


57.1 


37.4 


61.1 


17.1 


18.2 


10.0 * 


66.3 


49.0 


61.7 


Change to: 




















Agricultural sciences 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 , 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


'0.0 


Biological sciences 


4.8 ' 


8.0 


4.2 


5.6 


6.4 


0.0 


4.8 


9.0 


" 4.2 


Computer science 


31.7 


43.5 


29.3 


57.6 


54.2 


80.0 


29.6 


37.1 


28.7 



Earth sc fences 5,5 7.9 

Environmental sciences 0.3 0.0 

Geology 4.'9 7.3 

Other earth sciences 0.3 0.6 



^3 



9.4 
0.0 
8.1 
1.3 



10.9 
0.0 
9.3 
1.6 



0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 



5.1 
0.4* 
4.7 
0.2 



6.1 
0.0 
6.1 
0.0 



5.0 
0.4 
4.5 

0.3 



Engineering 17.6 

Aeronautical 0.4 

Chemical * 2.8 

Civil K 0.7 

Electrical v 9.0 

.Environmental 0.0 

Industrial 0.5 

' Mechanical 4.1 

Petroleum 0.9 

Other engineering 8.7 

Mathematics 5.4 

Physical sciences 6.0 

Astronomy 0,0 

Chemistry 4,3 

Physics 1.7 
Other physical sciences 0.3 



43.8 
2.0 

14.8 
0.6 

32.1 
0.0 
0.'8 

14.4 
4:0 

14.0 

2.7 

6.3 
0.0 
- 3.4 
17 
1.8 



12.3 

'n 

0.8 
4.3 

0*0 
0.5 
2.0 
0.3 ' 
7.6 

6.0 

5.9 
0.0 
4.5 
1.7 
0.0 



Psychology 


1.1 


\.2 


1.1 


Social sciences 


2.9 


5.7 


2.3 


Anthropology 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


Economics 


1.7 


4.5 


1.1 


Geography 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


Llngu Istlcs 


0.0 


0.0 




Political science 


0.6 


0.6 


0.6 


Sociology 


0.5 


0.0 


"0.6 


Other social sciences 


0.1 


0.6 


0.0 


Other S/E fields 


5.6 


3.8 


5.9 



67.4 
' 4.6 
18.3 

0.0 
50.7 

0.0 

3.2 
22.6 

5.4 
23.6 

0.0 



2.4 



68.5 

5.3 
19.6 

0.0 
52.4 

0.0 
f2.2 
24.5 

6.2 
24.1 

0.0 




2.7 



60.0 

0.0 
10.0 

0.0 
40.0 

0.0 
10.0 
10.0 

0.0 
20.0 

0.0 , 

20.0 
0.0 • 
10.0 
20.0 
0.0 

0.0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
, 0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
O.Q 

0.0 




5.9 



4.4 




6.1 

5.8 
0.0 
4.4 

1.5 
0.0 

1.1 

2.3 
0.0 
1.1 
0.0 
0.0 
0.6 
0.6 
0.0 

6.0* 
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Table ; 

Opinions of Uumjo of i ; im 1 1 1 y of App ) |< ant s for Graduate Study in ''»/( Mr 
over the List f'tvf Year % , 'by Control and Type of Institution, \*iH? 

[ \ n ppr t ent agPS ) 



All Inst I tut ions 
Doc tor at e - (]r ant j n<j 



Degree of Change 

Tota 1 est imate ( N) 
Total 

No significant 
change 

Stgnlf leant 
"improvement 
over a 1 1 

Sign i f leant 

Improvement in 
a few fields 

Significant <t»T 1 1 OP 
Over a 1 1 

Stgnlf leant dm 1 w 
1n a few ftp Ms 



Total 



T 

No. 



All 

lop SO OtllM 



) IWJ (1R0J 



loo.o lao.n loo.o 100.0 



10.? n y 



in i) 10 



Nond'X loratp 
gr .iot ing 



(?10) 
1 00 . 1] 



Pub lu Inst 1 tut ions 

[)of tor atP- flondnt t-r.ltf 
1 ot a I gr an t I ng '}r ant i rig 



W.i) 



1 ,\ / 



( 1 18) 
loo.n 



( lS4j 
"100.0 



Pr IvatP Inst Iti 



[),.. 

Tot I gr 



tor ,,t. <> fM 

ant Ing 



t ions 

dn. I. ir t t, 



11} 
100.(1 



nt I i 



: fv i a s t f 



hy f.--\. t or ate-gr ant inn Statu- md Type r* f I n *,t ii.M i on , J <)}«,' 



I nd 1 ( a tor s of 
( h.uycl n (i' oh 



A I 1 

Irs'.* | tut Ions 
f'» k P.-., en* 



I' " t or.it i' jr ,in t log Inst 1 1 u \ inns 
11 l .j) Ml [If Inn 

IVf i p-il l. Parent l< dii P i 



H .ml m \ hV 
gr ant in j 
Inst it it I. 
It uil> re, 



-it 



( Tot 11 More) 
Total 

Fat 1 1 It y p«*rr ppM< os 

Under gr aduate gr a le point wfr,v|i", 

Aop lit .it Ion', f r on, .jr ldu it ps of h lg». 
gua 11 1 y und.'i < } , vlu it e insT 1 tut O-ri 

Graduate WfM m d f t am I i.ui ) si nr e», 

Other 



,'fi u 

1 ) M 

l l ) ' 

1 1 



. 1 



( i .l.'h] 

1' .] ,! 

U d 

1 (.' 1 



Table fi8 



Principal |n<l i«. a tors of Change in Quality of App M cants for Graduate Study in S/E F ^ Ids 

over the Last Five Yoars, by Control and Type of Institution, 1987 

( In percent ages ) 

All Inst t tut tons Public Institutions _ _ 2 Pr WateSns 1 1 tut Ions 

Indicator', of Ofx" t oratn - N on dor tor a te- Doctorate- NonJor torate- \J)oc toratj- ~ Noridoc toratf 

Changn hi fjuaHty lolal grant ,t n tj granting lot at granting granting Total granting granting 

(Total Mirni (?.401j ^7 IS) (1.1?6) (J , 60S ) [//«) (831) (796) (501) (?9b) 

T, ^'i' loo. o ^ Hxj.n i (¥).n 4fri.u lon.o loo.o kxi.o loo.o 100.0 

Faculty prrirpttum /<? I j / 1 1 H t ^ I) <j ( ' I 0 ^ / ,^9.1 Ah 1 

Under gr arfuato 'jf adf 

point -avi'raqi>-i .n o ,■•> 4 , i 1 -,Y ✓ jo l 

App 1 i f 1 t I nn\ f r f ^ 

gr adu at e s of hi v 
gua 1 1 1 y 'jndf>r <)r *du«i 1 . 

Inst I r u t ion', , . , ,. . , , , , , , 



Gr.vhf.il*- Kr»i 

((i«f ) M nr 



'V 
V 

\ 



* ar u 1 T y i-f, u,.< I,,, , 1 . . , , 1 , 

Ur. i"r gr nln ,t« , V 

pnWlt ),.M , 1 , . , 

App I 1 ( a ! ton*, f r on 
gi idu it.", of h l.jh 
•Ju 1 1 I * y ijii i] / adoa-l e 

l"\t ) * ut 1 on *. i ' 1 i 1 1 i ,' \ 

CiT* llfti.lt *• <<V- (jrij : < 1-1 

( fi»! ) v «.!.■. a .i 1 -i 1 14 1 
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table 9A 



Percentages of Institutions with Foreign Applicants for Graduate Study In S/E Fields, 
• by Control and Type of Institution, 1982 

( In percentages) 



Type of 
Inst Hut Ion 



A 1 I Inst 1 tut Ions 

Doc tor ate -grant Ton 
All 

Total All Top SO Other 



Nondoctorate- 
grant 1 ng 



Total estimate (N) (441) (?30) (50) (180) 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100. 0 

Institutions with 

foreign applicants fl9 . ? 96. S 100.0 9*> 5 

Inst Itut Ions with no 

foreign applicants 10 0 J ^ 0 0 4b 



(210) 
100.0 



_ __PubJtc In stitution s _ 

Doc tor ate - Nondoc tor ate - 
Total granting granting 



_LC L v ate Inst Itut 1 on s 

Ooctorato- Nondoc tor at 
Total granting granting 



(292) (138) 
100.0 100.0 

89 . 1 90 . 2 



(154) 
100.0 



(149) (93) 
100.0 100.0 



(56) 
100.0 

81 .H 



Compar 1 



>»1th Ho. dor s nf U. , Bacralau pat.s. by Co.,tro. and . yp^ 1 of institution. 

( I n pet Lent ag^-i ) 

Pub IK Inst 1 tut 1un> 



Al 1 h.jji tj_ut iuni 
Dol torate-qrant Inq 

"All 



flundm. tor a t e 



T«»tni All Tnp SO Othpr granting 



Doctorate Nundo< tdralr 
-)t (i I granting granting 



P r t V (3 t t; tli il 1 til I I 



Doc tor a to - 
grant 1 ng 



Nondf>( t r)r •> t 
gr ant Ing 



Inst Itut Ions with 
fort? 1 gn app 1 1 - 
cants |N) 

Total 

Both groups havn 
approximately prju.ll 
qua 1 1 f 1 cat ions 

Fore Ign app 1 tcants 
have s Ign 1 f it ant ly 
better guaS I f 1r a- 
t Ions 

App 1 1c ants fron» u b 
Institutions have 
s Ign 1 f |c ant ly brt t,-. 
qua 1 1 f 1c at Ions « 



(I'M) {???) (SO) (17/) 

loo.o 100.0 100.0 lon.u 

4f> l ) if) . 1 46 } 4fi () 

) 11 ^ III 4 1 * f 



(1/1) 

lOO.I) 



i/ooj (us) 

KXJ.O l()0s(J 



(125) 

loo.o 



[in) 

1 00 . 0 



(M/J 
I (X) . u 



(4f,J 

1(H) . 0 



I 




Table 10 



Comparison of Quality of 1981-82 S/E Doctorate Recipients 
with Those of 1976-77, by Type and Control of Institution 

( In percentages) 



Doc torate-^ran ting Institutions 
Quality Con^arlson Total Public Private Top "50 All Others 



Total estimate (N) (192) (123) (68) (SO) (142) 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100. 0 100.0 



No Significant difference 

In quality 66 . 8 62.3 72.2 

1981-82 group Is significantly 
better qualified 7/ b ^7_4 liib 77 f 

// tjruup was S 1 yn If 1 c ant I j 

better qualified o / 5 j * j d / 



63.8 



i i 



Table 11 



Principal Indicators that 1981 -8? S/E Doctorate Recipients Were Significantly Better qualified 
than 1976-77 Doctorate Recipients, by Type and Control of Institution 

( In, percentages) 



Principal Indicators 
of Qua 1 1ty 



(Total score) 
Tota 1 

Change In quality or y . atiuate 
school applicants 

Change* In content of i)ua u . ai 
program 

Change In level of research wpv>o. i 

Change In number of ne* doctorate* 
belny offered postdoctoral 
appo 1 ntments at quality 
departments 

Change In number of nev <s~ » . 
being offered employment in 
business and industry 

Change 1n number of new <ivt. to, <> tek 
being offered tenure-track appo1> 
ments In major universities 

Change In number of new doctorates 
who held nationally competitive 
awards for graduate study 

Other . 



Total 
Rank Ter~cent 



(311) 
100.0 

n b 
i/ * 

15 9 



Doc tor at e -grant Ing Institution s 
"TuETTF "Private Top 50 



Rank Percent 
(237) 

ioo.o 

1 2<\ 8 

t lo ■* 

J U v 



Rank Percent 
(73) 

100.0 
2 19.0 

l ll a 



Rank Percent 
(68) 

100.0 

1 20. 0 

3 16.7 
7 6 J 



ii n 



M I I (1 I . / l\ 2. 1 

M.i o m.n 2 in. n 



TTl Others 
Rank Percent 



(243) 



100,0 



1/ o 

1H 6 



s 9. n 



4 j 



Table 12 



Principal Indicators that 1976-77 S/I Doctorate Recipients Were Significantly Better Qualified 
than 1981-8? 5/E Doctorste Recipients, by Type and Control of Institution 

. (In percentages) 



Principal Indicators 
of Quality 



Total 

Rank Percent 



"VTub lic 
Rank Percent 



Doctor ^ , e-g rant I ru^ Ins t iJ_ujM_o n s 

. 'Pr ivate ~__ T 9P^>°1~ A U Others._ 

Rank Percent RanF Tcrcent Rank "Percent 



(Tptal score) 
Total" ' 



(66) 
100.0 



(31) 
100.0 



I 34 V 



100.0 



(13) 



100.0 



(S3) 



100.0 



Change in quality of graduate 
school applicants 



1 iy i 



Change In number of new doctor'ates 
being offered tenure-track appoint- 
ments in major universities ? n a 

Change m ngt|tber of new diKlOr at^s 
bring offered, postdoctoral 
appointments *t quality 

department s j . . 

Change in rmmtc. i , * , k « 

who held nationally t .^np*» t 1 1 \ »e 
awards for graduate study ~<i. * 7 

Change In Irvd of ic.rAiiri k . t . t . . i 4 l i 



Change In 
proqi am 



->t r. I >,f ,),/«. t„. .1 



Change in riwrnbri .;f .)<>.. i„ 

being offered employment In 
business and industry 

Other 



.) O 
} 9 



o o 
O.U 



1.H 



'i o 



Appendix A: Survey Instrument 
American Council on Education 

%* ONE DUPONT CIRCLE 
WASHINGTON. O. C. 2OO30 



November 12., 1982 



hi gh£r educa Ti<pN panel 



Dear Higher Education Panel Representati v^.: 



Attached are Higher Education Panel Surveys, Numbers 58 and, 59, '-'Student 
Quality in the Sciences and Engineering" and "Student Quality* in the Human- 
ities, " respectively. The former is Sponsored by the National Science 
Foundation, the latter, by the National Endowment for the Humanities'. Each 
seeks the opinion of knowledgeable academic officials on the -quality of 
students - - both undergraduate and graduat^--in the academic areas indicated. 

Anecdotal information from department heads, deans, and faculty suggest 
thfct there may be quality changes in today's science, engineering, and human 
itifcs students compared wjth those of a decade ago-. In order to be better able 
to decide -'what action, if any, is appropriate, the Foundation and the Endowment 
wish to learn *nore about the nature of these perceptions and how widespread 
they are. 

Each questionnaire has U/o parts--ohe for undergraduates, the other, for 
graduate student's . . . The undergraduate section may be most appropriately com- 
pleted by the de'an of undergraduate instruction at larger institutions or by 
the dean of the college at smaller institutions; we recommend that the graduate 
sections be completed-by the graduate dean. As usual, however, we rely on your 
determination of the most appropriate respondent. 

Please understand that your institution's response will be protected, tc 
the maximum extent permissible by law. As with all our surveys, the data you 
provide will be. reported in summary fashion only and will not be identifiable 
with your institution, fhib survey is authorized by the National Science 
Foundat ion Act of 1950. as amended. Although you are not required to respond, 
your cooperation, is neeje'd to make the results Cumprchen t> i ve , reliable, and, 
timely. 

v Please ask the person whose opinions will be- reflected on the question- 
naires to return them-to us by November 29 , enclosed in the postpaid pre- 
addressed envelope. 

If you have any problems or questions, please do not hesitate to telephone 
us collect at (202)033-4 757. Thank you, once again, for your assistance. 



Sincere ly , 




Pane 1 0 i roc tor 



f DC 1 omj ro 



council on 
Education 



OBM No. 3I45-0OO9 
Kxp. 6' 30 '84 



Higher Education Panel Survey No. 58 

STUDENT QUALITY 
IN THE 

SCIENCES AND ENGINEERING 

NOTE 

This survey is designed to elicit the opinions of senior academic officers at the undergraduate and graduate levels 
concerning the quality of students in the science and engineering (S/E) fields. Please bear in mind that we seek your 
judgment and impressions, not "hard" institutional data. There are two parts to this questionnaire. One (buffi 
requests opinions concerning undergraduates; the other (yellow) requests opinions concerning graduate students. 
Some of you may have received only one questionnaire, other* may have received both. Please follow the appropriate 
instructions, and return the completed questionnaire! s) to the American Council on Education. 

fields of Science and Engineering 
lhis listing of disciplines is illustrative rather than exhaustive, 



Biological s.ien^c^ 
Computer science 
Earth sciences 

Environmental s 

Geology 



Engineering 
Aeronautical 
Chemical 
Civil 

Electrical 
Environment. 
Industrial 
Mechanical 
Pet role u m 



Mathematics 

Phy sical science 

■Astronomy, 

CIVt'mistry 

Physics 

Psychology 
f 



^Ov. lal ^«.uiiv«. . 

Anthi opolog 

Economics 

Geography 

Linguistics 

Political science 

Sociology 



PART I— UNDERGRADUATE STUDENTS 

The following questions are designed to elicit your opinion or judgment of the quality of undergraduate students 
win* are majoring in the sciences (including psychology and the basic social sciences) or engineering (S/E) fields. If 
your institution has no undergraduates majoring in the sciences or engineering, please check here provide the 
information requested at the end of this form, and return it to fhe American Council on Education. 

I In voui opinion, how has the quality of ttudenti «lu> major \n science ami cngineeiing i!vh) fields al >t>m 
institution ehangt-d o>tr the past 5 >tnrs.' 



I I 



1 < 



1 hue h«i . I^cii tit' ^l^iiilt lv.«tfil i /j 

Ihcic tun heen a signltliiiiil f m/>/.m</ . ,,, ,i. ,.. aii i ■> t t.j 

0 

There has been a significant Jet line in the qjalnv ot S> i . students 



1 What are the principal indicators upon which yon base your opinion? Please rank order (lie three most important 
indicators (1 — most important, etc.). 

2 I liemls in achievement test, scores ol entering students 

2 2 . [Vends in high school gnuies or high school class rank ot entering students 
2 \ liends in lemnieinents loi icmedial comses in 'mat hematics 

2 \ \ acult \ per cept ions 

2 ^ ( )t he' I . spec it \ 

} h Uthfi . specil\ 



HKP Survey No. 58, Science and Kngineerfng, Undergraduate/ Cont'd. 

3. In vour opinion, over tru> past 5 \ears has there been a shift in the distribution of >our most able students between 
science and engineering fields and other fields? 

3 I ._• No i(jo to question 5 I 

3 2 .. _ Yes. towurd S. b fields 

3 3 Yes t ;»u/v from S h fields 

4. If you diiswci'cd ")C3 " to question 3, what. In your opinion, aic the ilio^l Impoi taut i casons foi the thlfl In (tic 
distribution of vour most able students? Please rank order the thtee most important reasons { 1 — most important. 



etc.). 












4 1 


V filing,*. In |'t.KC^iitMi 


\A c i npUiv 1 1 ic i it v. 


if'fMM UllltlU 


mg receipt 


of I he has. v. a lam c ais. 


4 : 


i haugi in pci vCpiion 


v>I ,>Upwi lUllltlC . 1 


! Wl K. 1 1 I pi K>\ 1 llv 11 I 1 


wtloW ing til ad 


\JUIC \>i pi L>tc SSloi ial iii» 


4 < 


hange iii pcriCpiiwii 


ol v)|>f>ul UllllUc > 


[v>i luJml .Owii i > 


51 aduaU mi [ 


■1 of c lolial iv. 1 i\ >\ > 1 


4 4 


C hange in altitude u>- 


. aij ulcilLC tinJ 


lei luiwlog) 






4 s 


C hange In I he v ai I*. l*\ 


of (.Jill to of tc 1 1 h 


fit al I til t In .tm. 






4 ft 


Change In pciwCpiion 


of availability of 


tUjJitit tlflaiKla 


! aid u.i ...uit 1 


fr( ..Juuft. .11. .1. 


4 T 


Other, specify 










4.8 


Other, specify . — 











5. Of those students with S/E majors, in >our opinion, has there been a shift in the distribution of vour most able 
students by field within the sciences and engineering over the past 5 years. 

> I No (Please complete the section al the end of this form and return il to A C k ) 

s J \et 1U0 to question 0 ) 

<> 11 v.»u an»v>ti<.J \>cS to qui'Mlon ? plcu^t NulivaU n. ih*. OtaiiKs !,<.!..>» the three .V t. fields ll,«t t..*>* Ii-*J Oic 
greatest Increase in th<. share of your most ublc sludims I Kelt i U> the h.»l of fields oil page I.) 

I 



J* , (Go to question 4 i 



1 hank vou for vour assistance Please return tins 
form in November 2^. \ i )H2 to ^ 

I ligher I ■ilucalion Panel 
American Council on l.ducaiion 
One I )npont ( uele 
Washington. |)( ?tM)^h 



Please keep a copv of this form for sour records 
Person completing the form 

Name 

Title 

1 elepbone 



It \ou have an\ que si ions or pi nMciiis univonini! iMi mm u'\ please ^ .ill 111 P si all loIU'U at I S H -1 ^ 



so 

Jo 



American Higher Education Panel Survey No. 58 <>bm n«. j 145-0009 

CpUNOL ON * Kxp. 6/30*84 

QxjCAT,ON STUDENT QUALITY IN THE 

SCIENCES AND ENGINEERING 

NOTE 

This survey is designed to elicit the opinions of senior academic officers at the undergraduate and graduate levels 
concerning the quality of students in the science and engineering (S/E) fields. Please bear in mind that we seek your 
judgment and impressions, not "hard" institutional data. There are two parts to this questionnaire. One (buff) 
requests opinions concerning undergraduates; the other (yellow) requests opinions concerning graduate students. 
Some of you may have received only one questionnaire, others may have received both. Please follow the appropriate 
instructions, and return the completed questionnaire(s) to the American Council on Education. 

Fields of Science and Engineering 

this listing of disciplines is illustrative rdther than exhaustive 

tgi k tiiiui.ti uicnxc. Engineering Mathematics Social uttiKc. 

Biojpgical sciences Aeronautical Physical sciences Anthropology 

Computer science Chemical Astronomy Economics 

Earth sciences Civil Chemistry » Geography 

Environmental Elecliical Physics Linguistics 

Geology Environment t*^ycholo|> Political sennet 

Industrial Sociology 
Mechanical 
Petroleum 



PART II — GRADUATE STUDENTS 

The following questions are designed to elicit your opinion or judgment concerning aspects of the quality of 
incoming graduate students and recipients of doctoral degrees in science and engineering (S/E) fields. If your 
institution has no graduate students working toward advanced degrees in the sciences or engineering, please check here 
f~] and return the questionnaire to the American Council on Education. £■ 

1 In your opinion, how has the quality of applicants for graduate study in science and engineering (S/E) at your 
institution changed over the past 5 years? Please select the single most appropriate response below. 

I I There has been tu> significant ihungr 

1 .! I here has been <i significant Itttprovem* m In ific nuulll} *>( S h applicants itvcrall 

1 \ I here has been a , significant improvement in the quality of S/h applicants in a Jew f{i'lu l 

I 4 „... There has been a significant decline in the quality of S/E applicants overall. 

15 There has been a significant decline in the quality of S/E applicants in i\ Jew fields. 

1. What are the principal indicators upon which you base your judgment? Please rank order the three most important 
indicators ( I = most important, etc.). * 

2.1 Trends in Graduate Record Examination (GRE) sctfres 

2.2 Trends in undergraduate grade point averages 



2.3 Trends in the number of applications received from graduates of high quality undergraduate institu- 
tions. 

2 4 __ faculty perceptions 
2 S .Other . specify 

2 U Other; specify 
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HEP Survey No. 58. Science and Kngineering. Graduate Students, Cont'd. 

< 

3. How do the applicants for graduate S/K study in Fall 1982 with baccalaureates from foreign institutiopscompare in 
quality to applicants with baccalaureates from U.S. institutions? If you had no foreign applicants, check here 1 
and go to question 4. 

3.1 __ Both groups have approximately equal qualifications. 
3 2 The foreign applicants have significantly better qualifications 

3 3 The applicants with baccalaureates from IJ S institutions have ( ^ignificanily^better qualifications 

4. Did your Institution award any doctorates In the _*/__ fields In 1931-32? 

4 1 . Yes ((Jo to question >) 

4 1 No (PleaSC provide ItlC Inrui uiulUm i^ucmJ al it.c cnJ kA lliw loon uiiJ it llJIII It tO lite A.m».4> «aii 

Council on Education ) 

^ \i ) vi.cvKcd ")C3" In question 4, lo ^ui ^|>lot^.. I_. r vt t],* ilu r;6l oi .3 t. J,m u..oU . <_.v i|>t.. ( «. 

institution compare with those of 5 years earlier? If you/ institution uad no dv,ctoi ate recipients in 1976 77. please 
check here Q and return the form to the American Council on Education 

> I No Significant difference in qualuy 

5 2 The 1981 -82 group is significantly bcitci qualified 

5 3 . .. The 1976-77 group was significantly better qualified 

6. If you checked either 5.2 or 5.3, what were the principaj indicators upon which you base your judgment? Please 
rank order the throe? most important indicators ( I = most importan£^fc\ ). 

6.1 __ Change in the quality of graduate school applicants 

6 2 Change in the number of new doctorates from this institution who held nationally competitive awards 

for graduate study. 

o $ Change in content of the docioial programs ai this institution 

6 4 Change in the number ot new doctorates tiom this institution being often J po_i Jo,toial appoint 

mcnts at the quality departments 

(, ^ C hangc In ihc numbci ot new do^u>talc_ [iw.«, iKi.. i.. .luoll.n, L<-l«t£ tslf.idd i*. t n.«*. i. a^,K up^Hnl 

mcnts in major universities 
a o L hange in ihc number ot ncv\ .i^tiomu- 1 . ..io u .i.. i j . m ut k.i i l>. nig »llvi^J u,. f ;lw) .!„.(.( in t-u .in - \ 

and industry 

o / Change in the level of research support at ih.s institution 

6.8 Other; specify. . « _ ... ... 

6.9 Other; specify. _ 



Thank you for your assistance. Please return this Please keep a copy of this form for your records 

form by November 29, 1982 to: Person completing the form: 



Higher Education Panel Name _ 

American Council on Education 
One Dupont Circle 
Washington. DC 2<><M6 Telephone 



Ink 



It' you have any questions or problems concerning this suivcv. please call HIP staff liolleet .u [202) K^-17S7 
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APPENDIX B: TECHNICAL NOTES 

Weighting 

Forfthis survey two guest ionnaires were developed. One for institutions 
with undergraduate students majoring in the sciences or engineering; the other, 
for institutions with graduate students working toward degrees in those fields. 
Excluded were [independent law, medical, and business schools; theological 



seminar les, bchoolb uf performing arts dn J uther profebbional institutions. 

J he unJci u,i aJuaLc que S t 1 unna 1 r -b were bent to fuur' yedr oolleyeb and 
.in i / ci i U ici LhaL awdi Jed the bacca IciurcaU and wci c member b *0f the Pane I 
laolc b 1 bN./vo the 1 ri b t i tu L 1 oiia I population. tf,e number of respondent to the 
undci ji a Jud te questionnaire for each btialum, and thobe that reported Science 
or engineer"^ majors. The 387 respondents represented 80 percent of the 
institutions to which the guest ionna i res were sent. Twenty-four of the 



I aO I e b 1 



to 



^ 1 1 ui it i^qL iuii ueb i 
vih.jergradudte Que^tionndi. ; 



with S/t 
I uLa I Progr ams 





1 uL j 1 


1,744 


387 


363 


01 


Public universities 


112 


07 


86 


02 


Private univers i ties 


74 


55 


53 


04 


Public black four-year colleges FTE 3,000+ 


13 


6 


5 


05 


Public nonblack four-year colleges FTE 8,750+ 


106 


74 


72 


07 


Private nonblack four-ye^r colleges FTE 8,750+ 


13 


7 


5 


09 


Public four-year colleges FTE 3,700 - 8,750 


76 


33 


33 


10 


Public four-year colleges FTE <■ 3,700 


186 


26 


25 




Private four-year colleges FTE 2,000 - 0,750 


126 


, 30 


30 


12 


Private four-year colleges FTE 1,000 - 1,999 


264 


40 


30 


13 


Private four-year colleges FTE - 1,000 


774 


29 


If) 



tr 1 



t\2 



respondents indicated that they did not havp unrlprqrr-ulimW mniorinn in fho 
sciences or engineering. 

The graduate questionnaiVe was sent to institutions that awarded master's 
degrees or doctorates. However, in order to have the survey results reflect the 

i 

opinions^f those officials at institutions that account for a significant 
share uf the yrdduale education effort, tabulations include only data from 
institution:* that awarded bU master'* deyrees or more in 198U-8J.. Table B-2 
shows that 2ytf institutions returned yraduate questionnaires. This represents 
/b percent of the feme I Institution- to which this questionnaire was mailed. 
tuyly fuut , cuj/undcrits wc i e nut Included t n the tabulations because they etxner 
did nut ha c yraduate pruyrams in the silences 01 cnylnee» iny, Or had awarded 
fewer than bO master's degrees. 



Table B-2 

Stratification Deb 1 yn 
(uraduate Questionnaire) 



Kesponden ts 
with S/E 



i ... i i i . i i i i - < > hiiwi, Iota I Progi ams d 









OS / 


2ytt 


Zb4 


U 1 


PubM . . « . i ,. - Ilici 




HZ 


8/ 


87 


02 


Private un i vers i t i es 




74 


54 


51 


04 


Public black four-year col 


1 eyes r 1 L 3 ,uuu + 


12 


7 


6 


05 


Public nonhlack four-year 


colleges FTE 8,750+ 


98 


66 


60 


07 


Private nonblack four-year 


col leges FTE 8,/50+ 


12 


8 


6 


09 


Public four-year colleges 


FTE 3,700 - 8 t 7b0 


70 


34 


28 


10 


Public four-year colleges 


FTE < 3,700 


01 


■ 13 


4 


11 


Private four -year colleges 


FTE 2,000 - 8,750 


84 


19 


10 


12 


Private four-year colleges 


FTE 1 ,000 - 1-.999 


56 


4 


2 


13 


Private four-yeyr colleges 


FTE < 1,000 


58 


6 


0 




a Included in this co-luinn are responses from doctorate- 


-grant i ng 


ins t i 


and 


institutions that awarded 


50 or more ma s ter ' s 


deg re es 


in 1900- 


81 . 



4 3 



r>2 



The weighting technique used was the standard one employed for Panel 
surveys. Data received from Panel members were adjusted for item and 
institutional nonresponse within each cell. Then institutional weights were 
applied to bring Panel data up to estimates representative of the national 
population. 

Comparison of Respondents and Nonrespgrndents 

Tdble'B-3 compares the undergraduate survey respondents and nonrespondents 
against several variables. M i gher - than -average response rates were recorded 
rot y\ Wale, nunJo^ tut ate vjiantlfiCj uulleyes and by I n s L 1 Lu 1 1 uiib in the bouth. 
luwci than a er aye ieSpOn:>G r atci wet d ihuwh by Institutions In the West. 



Table b-3 



ownipar lbon uf Kespondents and JJonrespondents : 
Undergraduate Student Questionnaire 

( In percentages) 



Institute ona 1 
Character i s t ic b 



Respondents 
(N=387) 



Nonrespondents 
(N=99) 



Response 
Rate 



Jtd 1 



luu . u 



loo. o 



/9,b 



U;tili . > ,\ 
Put, 1 1 

Pr i vat. 



l»9 4 
41 6 



u J o 

36 4 



81.7 



i 4 \j c and v- o , . . 

Public doctor 3 , j . ,,n , Z/ . 4 

Private doctoratc-grant lit, 16.0 
Public nondoctorate-grant i 31.0 

Private nondoctorate-grant in^ 25.6 

Region v 

East ^ 27.1 

Midwest 31.3 

South 27.9 

West ■ 13.7 



2a . J 
18.2 
35.3 
18.2 



28.3 
28.3 
17.2 
26.2 



79.1 
77.5 
77.4 
84.6 



78.9 
81.2 
86.4 
67.1 



Total undergraduate full -time- 
equivalent enrollment (1976) 
Less than 1,000 12.4 
1,000 - 4,999 37.0 
5,000 and above 50.6 



11.1 

32.3 
56.6 



HI. 4 
81.7 

77.8 
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5,1 



Table B-4 compares the graduate survey respondents anc^nonrespondents 
against the same variables. Higher-than-average response rates were recorded 
for medium-sized" institutions (FTE enrollments between 1,000 and 5,000 
students) and for institutions in the South and Midwest* Lower-than-average 
response rates occurred among small institutions and those in the West. 



# Table B-4 

Comparison of Respondents and Nonrespondents : 
M Graduate Student. Questionnaire' 

( In percentages) 



Institutional • Respondents Nonrespondents Response. 

Characteristics , (N=385) (N=101) Rate 



Total 100.0 100.0 77.8 
^ftontrol 

Public 69.5 67.1 78.4 

Private" ' 30.5 32.9 76.5 

Type and control 

Public doc torate-grapt ing 35.5 32.9 79.1 

Private doctorate-granting 20.5^ 22.4 76.3 

Public nondocto'rate-grant ing 33.9' 34.1 77.7 

Private nondoc torate-grant ing 10.1 10.6 76.9 

Region 

East 25.8 23.2 76.2 

Midwest 27.2 16.5 85.3 

South 32.9 24.7 82.4 

West 14.1 30.6 ' 61.8 

Total undergraduate full-time- w j 
equivalent enro 1 lment '( 1976 ) 

Less than 1,000 . 3.0 4.7 ' 69.2 

1,000 - 4,999 30.9 27.1 80.0 

5,000 and above 66.1 . 68.2 77.3 
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